How do we know when a translation is good? Introduction
How do we know when a translation is good? This question is one of the most important questions to be asked in connection with translation, and it is crucial to attempt to answer this question on the basis of a theory of translation and translation criticism. In this chapter I will try just this: present a theory-guided approach to the linguistic analysis and evaluation of a translation. The structure of the chapter is as follows:First I will give a brief review of how translations have been evaluated inside different traditions and schools of thought. Second, I will present a functional-pragmatic model for evaluating translations first proposed some twenty years ago, and revised in the late nineties. In the third part of the chapter the theoretical assumptions and distinctions made in the model are put to the test in a detailed analysis of a German translation of an English children's book. In the fourth and last part of the chapter I will briefly discuss the scope of translation criticism.In trying to answer the title question 'How do we know when a translation is good', we must first address the crucial question any theory of translation faces, namely what translation actually is. This question can be split up and made more concrete by asking the following three subquestions:
1. How does a source text relate to its translation? 2. How are features of the source text and features of the translation related to one another, and how are they perceived by human agents (author, translator, translation recipients)?
3. In the light of (1) and (2) above, how can we tell when a translation is a translation, and when it is a text resulting from a different textual operation?
These three basic questions can be taken as yardsticks against which different approaches to evaluating a translation can be measured and compared. In the following section some of the most influential views on how to assess the quality of a translation will be described and critically discussed.
Translation evaluation in different schools of thought

Anecdotal, biographical and neo-hermeneutic views
Subjective and intuitive assessments of the quality of a translation have been undertaken since time immemorial by generations of translators, writers, philosophers, philologists and many others. Such informal assessments of translations tend to also appear in reviews of literary works in newspapers and magazines, more often than not consisting of global judgements such as "the translation does justice to the original" or "the humorous tone of the original is unfortunately not kept up in the translation" and so forth.
While such incidental and anecdotal evaluations of translations may have their legitimate place in journalism and other non-scientific genres, they should be viewed with reservation in the academic field of translation studies, if this field is to gain respectability as a scientific undertaking. Anecdotal evaluations of the quality of a translation, based largely or exclusively on the translator's or translation critic's own knowledge, intuition and experience are even today frequently offered in many philological traditions of writing about translation, especially literary translation. One such approach is the neo-hermeneutic approach. Its propagators look at translation as an individual creative act depending exclusively on subjective interpretation and transfer decisions (cf. e.g., Stolze 1992).
Instead of striving to set up criteria for evaluating translations that are empirically based, transparent and intersubjectively reliable, propagators of this approach think that the quality of a translation must most importantly be linked to "the human factor", i.e., the translator himself whose interpretation of the original and his moves towards an "optimal translation" are seen as rooted in his artistic-literary intuitions and interpretative skills and knowledge. Translation is understood to be an individual's creative act. Texts have no fixed meanings at all, rather their meanings change in any historic moment, depending on individual speakers' positions.
It is inappropriate in the context of this paper to expand on a critique of the hermeneutic position (the reader is however referred to the recent lucid discussion in Bühler 1998), suffice it to say that such an extremely relativising stance as propounded in much hermeneutic work, and especially the relativisation of "content" and "meaning" is particularly inappropriate for the evaluative business of deciding when, how and why a translation is good.
With respect to the three above questions, we can state that the hermeneutic approach only
sheds light on what happens between the translator and features of the original text. The superordinate question of how one can tell when a translation is good cannot be answered in any satisfactory manner.
Response-based behavioural approaches
As opposed to the subjective-intuitive approach to evaluating a translation, supporters of the response-based view expressly aim at a more reliable, more "scientific" way of evaluating translations. They dismiss the translator's mental actions as belonging to some in principle unknowable "black box". This tradition, which is influenced by American structuralism and behaviourism, is most famously associated with Nida's (1964) and Nida and Taber's (1969) pioneering work in the sixties, as well as with the few attempts to put translation criticism on a more respectable empirical footing undertaken by psychologists and psycholinguists such as Carroll (1966) .
Basically, adherents of this approach tried to look at translation recipients' reactions to a translation as their main yardstick for assessing a translation's quality, positing global behavioural criteria, such as e.g., intelligibility and informativeness and Nida's "equivalence of response" based on his principle of "dynamic equivalence of translation", i.e., that the manner in which receptors of a translation respond to the translation be "equivalent" to the manner in which the source text's receptors respond to the source text. Assuming that it is true that a "good" translation should elicit an equivalent response to its original, we must immediately ask whether it is at all possible to measure an "equivalent response", let alone "informativeness" or "intelligibility". If these phenomena cannot be measured, it is useless to postulate them as criteria for translation evaluation.
Despite the fact that a number of impressively imaginative tests were designed to test the responses a translation presumably evokes -using for instance reading aloud techniques, various cloze and rating procedures -all these methods, in which observable, verifiable responses to a translation were sought and taken as ultimate criteria of its quality, nevertheless failed because they were unable to capture the complex phenomenon of an "overall quality of a translation". Further, the source text is largely ignored in all these methods, which means that nothing can be said about the relationship between original and translation, nor about whether a translation is in fact a translation and not another secondary text derived via different textual operations.
Literature-oriented approaches: descriptive translation studies
This descriptive-historical approach is oriented squarely towards the translation text, the consequence being that a translation is evaluated predominantly in terms of its forms and functions inside the system of the target culture and literature (cf. Toury 1995) . The source text is of subordinate importance, the main focus -retrospective from translation to original -being "actual translations", and the textual phenomena that have come to be known in the target culture as translations. As a first step, for instance, a translation is on principle taken to be a translation if, in the context of the culture enveloping it, it is "assumed" to be a translation.
Interestingly, Toury's empirical-descriptive appproach implies a "clear wish to retain the notion of equivalence, which various contemporary approaches… have tried to do without" (1995: 61) . His notion of equivalence, which might serve as a yardstick for measuring the quality of a translation, does not refer, however, to a single relationship (between translation and original) but to "any relation which is found to have characterized translation under a specified set of circumstances" (1995: 61) and its norms responsible for the way this equivalence is realised. According to Toury, translation equivalence in the descriptive translation studies' paradigm is thus never a relationship between original and translation, but a "functional-relational concept", i.e., that set of relationships which has been found to distinguish appropriate from non-appropriate modes of translation performance for the particular culture in which the translation operates.
The aim of scholars working in this paradigm is to not prescriptively prejudge features of a translation text in their relation to some other text, (e.g., the original), but rather to first of all "neutrally" describe the characteristics of that text as they are perceived on the basis of native culture members' knowledge of comparable texts in the same genre. This aim is certainly legitimate and commendable. However, if one aims at judging a particular text which is plainly not an "independent", "new" product of one culture only, then such a retrospective focus seems peculiarly inappropriate for making reasonable statements about why a translation qua translation is "good".
While the strength of this approach is its solid empirical-descriptive work and its emphasis on contextualization at the micro-level of the reception situation and the macro-level of the receiving culture at large, as well as the inclusion of both a "longitudinal" (temporal, diachronic) and a (synchronic) systemic perspective (considering the polysystemic relations into which the translation enters with other texts in the receiving cultural system), it nevertheless clearly fails to provide criteria for judging the merits and weaknesses of a particular "case". In other words, how are we to legitimately say that one text is a translation, and another one not? And what are the criteria for judging merits and weaknesses of a given "translation text"?
Functionalistic, "skopos"-related approaches
Adherents of this approach (cf., above all, Reiss and Vermeer 1984) claim that it is the "skopos" or purpose of a translation that is of overriding im portance in judging a translation's quality. The way target culture norms are heeded or flouted in the process of translation is thus regarded as the crucial yardstick in evaluating a translation. According to Reiss and Vermeer, it is the translator or more frequently the translation brief he is given by the person(s) commissioning the translation, who decides on the function the translation is to fulfil in its target environment. The notion of function, critical in this theory, is, however, never made explicit let alone operationalized. The reader can only hypothesise that "function" in this paradigm is conceived as something very similar to the real-world effect of a text.
A distinction is made by Reiss and Vermeer (1984) between equivalence and adequacy in translation. Equivalence in Reiss and Vermeer's view refers to the relationship between an original and its translation whenever both fulfil the same communicative function, and adequacy is the relationship between an original and a translation where no functional match is obtained, and where the "skopos" of the translation has been consistently attended to.
Whether such a terminological distinction is necessary and useful for clarifying the complicated matter of determining the quality of a translation, is open to debate. Further, the authors do not specify how exactly one is to go about determining the (relative) equivalence and adequacy of a translation, let alone how exactly one is to go about determining the linguistic realization of the "skopos" of a translation. Most importantly, however, it naturally follows from the crucial role assigned to the "purpose" of a translation that the original is reduced to a simple "offer of information" ("Informationsangebot"), with the word "offer" making it immediately clear that this "information" can freely be accepted or rejected, changed or "improved upon" as the translator sees fit.
In sum, how the global "skopos" of a text is realized linguistically, and, even more critical, how the adequacy of a translation vis-à-vis this skopos is to be determined, is not clear. Functionalistic approaches are solely concerned with the relationships between features of texts and the human agents concerned with them. But translation is by its very nature characterised by a double-bind relationship, i.e., any translation is simultaneously bound to its source text and to the presuppositions and the conditions governing its reception in the new target linguistic and cultural environment. Skopos theory is not an adequate theory to handle the question of evaluating a translation in this fundamental sense.
Post-modernist and deconstructionist approaches
Scholars belonging to this approach (cf. e.g., Venuti 1995) try to critically examine translation practices from a socio-philosophical and political stance in an attempt to unmask unequal power relations, which may, for instance, be reflected in a certain skewing in the translation. In a plea for making translations (and translators) "visible" revealing ideological and institutional manipulations, proponents of this approach believe they can make politically pertinent (and "correct") statements about the relationship between features of the original and the translation. They focus on the hidden forces shaping both the process of selecting what gets translated in the first place and how an original text is bent and twisted in the interests of powerful individuals and groups "pulling strings" when selecting texts to be translated and adopting particular strategies of re-textualisation. This is certainly a worthwhile undertaking, especially when it comes to explaining the influence translators can exert through their translation on the recipient national literatures and their canons. Further, the application of currently influential lines of thinking such as e.g., postcolonialism (Robinson 1997) to translation studies may certainly yield interesting results. However, one wonders if it is wise to busy oneself with matters that are extraneous to the translation process itself. In other words, criticising the lowly, clearly invisible status of the translator, and giving priority to the socio-cultural and ideological constraints and influences on the "cultural practice" of translation may be fascinating in itself but it also detracts from the many still unsolved problems in the centre of translation and translation evaluation. Surely, translation is first and foremost a linguistic procedure -however conditioned this process may be by "external forces". In other words, before adopting a critical stance of the translation process from a macro-perspective, one needs to consider the micro-perspective, the linguistic "nittygritty" of the text, or, and this seems to me the optimal strategy with regard to tackling the problem of evaluating a translation, one might fruitfully consider the interaction of context and text in a systematic way, as has been attempted in some linguistic approaches to translation (see below 3).
If comparative analyses of original and translation focus primarily on the shifts and skews through ideological constraints and unconscious manipulations, and if an agenda is given priority which "stresses" the theoretical, critical and textual means by which a translation can be studied as a "locus of difference" (Gentzler 1993: 93) , one wonders how one can ever differentiate between a translation and a version, i.e., a text that results from a textual operation which can no longer claim to be in a translation relationship with an original text.
With respect to the three questions (relationship between source and target texts; between texts and persons involved in a translation; delimitation of a translation from other textual operations), we can state that critical post-modern approaches can give no answer to the crucial question of when a text is a translation and when a text belongs to a different textual procedure.
Linguistically-oriented approaches
Approaches in which the source text -its linguistic and textual structure as well as its meaning potential at various levels -is seen as an important factor in translation, can be found in many different linguistic schools. Linguistic-textual approaches take the relationships between source text and translation text seriously, but they differ in their capacity to provide detailed procedures and techniques for analysis and evaluation. Most promising for translation evaluation seem to be approaches which explicitly take account of the interconnectedness of context and text.
A pioneering linguistically-oriented approach to evaluating a translation is Reiss ' (1971) attempt to develop a translation-relevant text typology. Reiss believed that the text type to which the original belongs is the most important invariant for a translation, determining all important subsequent translational decisions. Text types are to be derived from Bühler's three functions of language, yielding the three global textual categories of content-oriented, form-oriented and appellative (conative) texts. Reiss suggested that these textual types were to be upheld in translation, without however -and here the same criticism made above with respect to her later work also holds -giving specific indications as to how precisely one should go about establishing whether and how original and translation are in fact equivalent in terms of textual types (and otherwise).
Other pioneering linguistic work in translation evaluation includes the programmatic suggestions by Catford (1965) and Koller (1979) , as well as by scholars in the so-called Leipzig school of translation. In this early work, however, no specific procedures for assessing the quality of a translation were offered.
In more recent times, several linguistically oriented works on translation such as e.g., by Hatim and Mason (1990 ), Bell (1991 ), Baker (1992 , Doherty (1993 ), Fawcett (1997 and Gerzymisch-Arbogast and Mudersbach (1998) have made valuable contributions to evaluating a translation by the very fact that all these authors -although not directly concerned with translation quality assessment -widened the scope of translation studies to include recent linguistic concerns with speech act theory, pragmatics, sociolinguistics, stylistics and discourse analysis.
Linguistic approaches take the relationship between source and translation text seriously, but they differ in their capacity to provide detailed procedures for analysis and evaluation. Features of the texts and how they are perceived by language users are mostly well documented, but the consequences of these relationships determining whether a text is a translation or not, have not been a major concern in most of the above studies.
Whenever the "context of situation" is explicitly taken into consideration, features of the texts and how they are perceived by language users are also necessarily accounted for. Attempts to explicitly link text and context, and at the same time take account of the human agents involved in text reception and production operating from a functional-systemic approach provide one of the most fruitful basis for analysing and evaluating source and target texts (see e.g., Steiner 1998 and this volume). Such an approach has been adopted by the present author, who designed a model for translation quality assessment in the mid-seventies (House 1977 (House , 2d. ed. 1981 One of the basic concepts underpinning the model is "translation equivalence". This concept also underpins our everyday understanding of translation, i.e., "normal", non-linguistically trained persons think of translation as a text which is some sort of "reproduction" of a text originally produced in another language, with the "reproduction" being of comparable value.
(This is the result of an infomal interview study conducted by the present author with 20 non-linguistically trained native speakers of German). Over and above its role as a concept constitutive of translation, "equivalence" is also a fundamental notion for translation criticism. Translations must be conceived as texts which are doubly bound: on the one hand to its source text and on the other hand to the (potential) recipient's communicative conditions. This double-linkage nature is the basis of the so-called "equivalence relation". One of the aims of a theory of translation criticism is then to specify and operationalize the equivalence relation by differentiating between a number of frameworks of equivalence, e.g., extra-linguistic circumstances, connotative and aesthetic values, audience design and last but not least textual and language norms of usage that have emerged from empirical investigations of parallel texts, contrastive rhetoric and contrastive pragmatic and discourse analyses.
In a recent attempt to make "a case for linguistics in translation theory", Ivir (1996) expresses the inherent relativity of the equivalence relation very well: "equivalence is… relative and not absolute,… it emerges from the context of situation as defined by the interplay of (many different factors) and has no existence outside that context, and in particular… it is not stipulated in advance by an algorithm for the conversion of linguistic units of L1 into linguistic units of L2" (1996: 155).
The notion of equivalence is the conceptual basis of translation and, to quote Catford, "the central problem of translation-practice is that of finding TL (target language) equivalents. A central task of translation theory is therefore that of defining the nature and conditions of translation equivalence " (1965: 21) . But the concept of equivalence is also the basis of translation criticism, it is the fundamental criterion of translation quality.
Equivalence is a relative concept, and has nothing to do with identity. "Absolute equivalence" would be a contradictio in adiecto. Equivalence is a relative concept in several aspects: it is determined by the socio-historical conditions in which the translation act is embedded, and by the range of often irreconcilable linguistic and contextual factors, among them at least the following: source and target languages with their specific structural constraints; the extra-linguistic world and the way it is "cut up" by the two languages resulting in different representation of reality; the original reflecting particular linguistic and stylistic source language norms; the linguistic norms of the translator and the target language and culture; structural features of the original; target language receptors' expectation norms; the translator's comprehension and interpretation of the original and his "creativity"; the translator's explicit and/or implicit theory of translation; translation traditions in the target culture; interpretation of the original by its author.
Given these different types of equivalence in translation, it is clear that -true to the nature of translation as a decision process (Levy 1967) -it is necessary for the translator to make choices, i.e., the translator must set up a hierarchy of demands on equivalence which he wants to follow. It is also clear that the many recent polemical attacks against using the concept of "equivalence" in translation theory, because of its imputed vicinity to "identity" and formal linguistic equivalence, are quite unfounded. Views of equivalence as simply based on formal, syntactic and lexical similarities alone have been criticised for a long time -not least because it has long been recognised that any two linguistic items in two different languages are multiply ambiguous. Further, purely formal definitions of equivalence have long been revealed as deficient in that they cannot explain appropriate use in communicative performance. This is why functional, pragmatic equivalence has been a concept accepted in contrastive linguistics for a long time, and it is this type of equivalence which is most relevant for translation. It is consequently used in the functional-pragmatic model where it is related to the preservation of "meaning" across two different languages and cultures. Three aspects of that "meaning" are particularly important for translation: a semantic, a pragmatic and a textual aspect, and translation is viewed as the replacement of a text in the source language by a semantically and pragmatically equivalent text in the target language. An adequate translation is thus a pragmatically and semantically equivalent one. As a first requirement for this equivalence, it is posited that a translation text have a function equivalent to that of its original. This requirement will later be differentiated given the empirically derived distinction between overt and covert translation, concepts to be discussed below (3.2) in greater detail.
The use of the concept of "function" presupposes that there are elements in a text which, given appropriate tools, can reveal that text's function. The use of the concept of function is here not to be equated with "functions of language" -different language functions clearly always coexist inside any text, and a simple equation of language function with textual function/textual type (a procedure adopted e.g., by Reiss 1971 and also many others) is overly simplistic. Rather, a text's function -consisting of an ideational and an interpersonal functional component -is defined pragmatically as the application or use of the text in a particular context of situation, the basic idea being that "text" and "context of situation" are not viewed as separate entities, rather the context of situation in which the text unfolds "is encapsulated in the text… through a systematic relationship between the social environment on the one hand and the functional organisation of language on the other" (Halliday 1989: 11) . This means that the text must be referred to the particular situation enveloping it, and for this a way must be found for breaking down the broad notion of "context of situation" into manageable parts, i.e., particular features of the context of situation or "situational dimensions". Inside systemic-functionalist linguistics, many different systems have been suggested featuring situational dimensions as abstract components of the context of situation, as e.g., Crystal and Davy's (1969) scheme which was, in fact, the system adopted and adapted as the basis for the original eclectic model of translation quality assessment by House (1977 House ( , 1981 .
The original functional-pragmatic model of translation evaluation
The original assessment model used three dimensions characterising the text's author according to her/his temporal, geographical and social provenance and five dimensions of language use elaborating, for instance, on the text's topic and social activity and on the interaction of, and relationship between, author and recipients in terms of social role relationship, social attitude, degree of participant involvement and orality. The operation of the model involved initially an analysis of the original according to this set of situational dimensions, for which linguistic correlates are established. The linguistic correlates of the situational dimensions are the means with which the textual function is realized, i.e., the textual function is the result of a linguisticpragmatic analysis along the dimensions with each dimension contributing to the two functional components, the ideational and the interpersonal, in characteristic fashion.
Opening up the text with these dimensions yields a specific textual profile which characterises its function, which is then taken as the individual textual norm against which the translation is measured. The degree to which the textual profile and function of the translation (as derived from an analogous analysis) match the profile and function of the original is the degree to which the translation is adequate in quality. The set of situational dimensions is thus a kind of "tertium comparationis", with the model enabling a detailed linguistic-textual analysis by distinguishing for each individual dimension lexical, syntactic and textual means of realizing certain features of the context of situation. In evaluating the relative match between original and translation, a distinction is made between "dimensional mismatches" and "non-dimensional mismatches". Dimensional mismatches are pragmatic errors that have to do with language users and language use, non-dimensional mismatches are mismatches in the denotative meanings of original and translation elements and breaches of the target language system at various levels. The final qualitative judgement of the translation consists then of a listing of both types of errors and of a statement of the relative match of the two functional components.
The revised model of translation evaluation
In the revised model, the classic Hallidayan concepts of "Field", "Mode" and "Tenor" are used. The dimension of Field captures social activity and topic, with differentiations of degrees of generality, specificity or "granularity" in lexical items according to rubrics of specialised, general and popular. Tenor refers to the nature of the participants, the addresser and the addressees, and the relationship between them in terms of social power and social distance, as well as degree of emotional charge. Included here are the text producer's temporal, geographical and social provenance as well as his intellectual, emotional or affective stance (his "personal viewpoint") vis-à-vis the content he is portraying and the communicative task he is engaged in. Further, Tenor captures "social at titude", i.e., different styles (formal, consultative and informal). Mode refers to both the channel -spoken or written (which can be "simple", i.e., "written to be read" or "complex", e.g., "written to be spoken as if not written"), and the degree to which potential or real participation is allowed for between writer and reader. Participation can be "simple", i.e., a monologue with no addressee participation built into the text, or "complex" with various addressee-involving linguistic mechanisms characterizing the text. In taking account of (linguistically documentable) differences in texts between the spoken and written medium, reference is also made to the empirically established corpus-based oral-literate dimensions hypothesised by Biber (1988). Biber suggests dimensions along which linguistic choices may reflect medium, i.e., involved vs. informational text production; explicit vs. situation-dependent reference; abstract vs. non-abstract presentation of information.
The type of linguistic-textual analysis in which linguistic features discovered in the original and the translation are correlated with the categories Field, Tenor, Mode does not, however directly lead to a statement of the individual textual function. Rather, the concept of "Genre" is newly incorporated into the analytic scheme, "in between", as it were, the register categories Field, Tenor, Mode, and the textual function. The category of Genre is an important addition to the analytic scheme for evaluating a translation in that it enables one to refer any single textual exemplar to the class of texts with which it shares a common purpose. Although the category "register" (Field, Tenor, Mode) captures the relationship between text and context, register descriptions are basically limited to capturing individual features on the linguistic surface. In order to characterise "deeper" textual structures and patterns, a different conceptualisation is needed. This is attempted via the use of "Genre". Genre is thus conceived of as a category superordinate to register. While register captures the connection between texts and their "microcontext", Genre connects texts with the "macrocontext" of the linguistic and cultural community in which texts are embedded. Register and Genre are both semiotic systems realized by language such that the relationship between genre, register and language/text is one between semiotic planes which relate to one another in a Hjelmslevian "content-expression" type, i.e., the genre is the content plane of register, and the register is the expression plane of genre. Register in turn is the content plane of language, with language being the expression plane of register (Martin 1993).
The resultant scheme for textual analysis, comparison and assessment is shown inTable 1 (see next page).
Taken together, the analysis provided in this model yields a textual profile characterising the individual textual function. But as mentioned above, whether and how this textual function can be kept depends on the type of 
Two types of translation
The distinction between two different types of translation: overt and covert translation goes back at least to Friedrich Schleiermacher's famous distinction between "verfremdende" and "einbýrgernde Übersetzungen", which has had many imitators using different terms. What sets the overt-covert distinction apart from other similar distinctions and concepts is the fact that it is integrated into a coherent theory of translation criticism, inside which the origin and function of the two types of translation are consistently described and explained. The basic distinction is as follows: In an overt translation the receptors of the translation are quite "overtly" not being addressed, an overt translation is thus one which must overtly be a translation, not a "second original". The source text is tied in a specific manner to the source language community and its culture. The original is specifically directed at source culture addressees, but at the same time points beyond the source culture community because it is also of general human interest. Source texts that call for an overt translation have an established worth in the source language community, they are either tied to a specific occasion in which a precisely specified source language audience is/was being addressed or they may be timeless source texts, i.e., those transcending as works of art and aesthetic creations a distinct historical meaning.
A covert translation is a translation which enjoys the status of an original source text in the target culture. The translation is covert because it is not marked pragmatically as a translation text of a source text but may, conceivably, have been created in its own right. A covert translation is thus a translation whose source is not specifically addressed to a particular source culture audience, i.e., it is not firmly tied to the source language and culture. A source text and its covert translation are pragmatically of equal concern for source and target language addressees, both are, as it were, equally directly addressed. A source text and its covert translation have equivalent purposes, they are based on contemporary equivalent needs of a comparable audience in the source and target language communities. In the case of covert translation texts, it is thus both possible and desirable to keep the function of the source text equivalent in the translation text. This can be done by inserting a "cultural filter" (see below for details) between original and translation with which to account for cultural differences between the two linguistic communities.
Translation involves text transfer across time and space, and whenever texts move, they also shift frames and discourse worlds. "Frame" is a psychological concept and it is thus, in a sense, the psychological pendant to the more "socially" conceived concept of context, delimiting, like context, a class of messages or meaningful actions. A frame often operates unconsciously as an explanatory principle, i.e., any message that defines a frame gives the receiver instructions in his interpretation of the message included in the frame. Similarly, the notion of a "discourse world" refers to a superordinate structure for interpreting meaning in a certain way, e.g., as in Edmondson's (1981) discourse model, a locutionary act acquires an illocutionary value by reference to an operant discourse world.
Applying the concepts of frame and discourse world to overt and covert translation, we can state the following: In overt translation, the translation text is embedded in a new speech event, which gives it also a new frame. An overt translation is a case of "language mention" (as opposed to "language use" in the case of covert translation), it is similar to a quotation. Relating the concept of "overt translation" to the four-tiered analytical model (Function -GenreRegister -Language/Text), we can state that an original and its overt translation are to be equivalent at the level of Language/Text and Register as well as Genre. At the level of the individual textual function, functional equivalence, while still possible, is of a different nature: it can be described as enabling access to the function the original has in its discourse world or frame. As this access is to be realized in a different language and takes place in the target linguistic and cultural community, a switch in discourse world and frame becomes necessary, i.e., the translation is differently framed, it operates in its own frame and its own discourse world, and can thus reach at best second-level functional equivalence. As this type of equivalence is, however, achieved through equivalence at the levels of Language/Text, Register and Genre, the original's frame and discourse world are co-activated, such that members of the target culture may "eavesdrop", as it were, i.e., be enabled to appreciate the original textual function, albeit at a distance.
In overt translation, the work of the translator is important and visible. Since it is the translator's task to give target culture members access to the original text and its cultural impact on source culture members, the translator puts target culture members in a position to observe and/or judge this text "from outside".
In covert translation, on the other hand, the translator must attempt to re-create an equivalent speech event. Consequently, the function of a covert translation is to reproduce in the target text the function the original has in its frame and discourse world. A covert translation operates therefore quite "overtly" in the frame and discourse world provided by the target culture, with no attempt being made to co-activate the discourse world in which the original unfolded. Covert translation is thus at the same time psycholinguistically less complex and more deceptive than overt translation. It is the translator's express task to betray the original and to hide behind the transformation of the original, he is clearly less visible, if not totally absent. Since true functional equivalence is aimed at, the original may be legitimately manipulated at the levels of Language/ Text and Register via the use of a cultural filter. The result may be a very real distance from the original. While the original and its covert translation need thus not be equivalent at the levels of Language/Text and Register, they have to be equivalent at the levels of Genre and the Individual Textual Function.
In evaluating a translation, it is thus essential that the fundamental differences between overt and covert translation be taken into account. These two types of translation clearly make different demands on translation criticism. The difficulty of evaluating an overt translation is gener ally reduced in that considerations of cultural filtering can be omitted. Overt translations are "more straightforward", as the originals can be taken over "unfiltered". The major difficulty in translating overtly is, of course, finding linguistic-cultural "equivalents" particularly along the dimension of Tenor and its characterisations of the author's temporal, social and geographical provenance. However, here we deal with overt manifestations of cultural phenomena, which are to be transferred only because they happen to be manifest linguistically in the original. Judging whether a "translation" of e.g., a dialect is adequate in overt translation can ultimately not objectively be given, i.e., the degree of correspondence in terms of social prestige and status cannot be measured in the absence of complete contrastive ethnographic studies -if, indeed, there will ever be such studies. In other words, such an evaluation must necessarily remain subjective to a certain degree. However, as opposed to the difficulty of evaluating differences in cultural presuppositions, and communicative preferences between text production in the source and target cultures, which characterises the evaluation of covert translation, explicit overt transference in overt translation is still easier to judge.
In connection with evaluating covert translations, the translation assessor has to consider the application of a "cultural filter" in order to be able to differentiate between a covert translation and a covert version. In the following section, the concept and function of the cultural filter will be discussed in more detail.
The concept and function of a "cultural filter"
The concept of a "cultural filter" is a means of capturing socio-cultural differences in expectation norms and stylistic conventions between source and target linguistic-cultural communities. These differences should be based on empirical cross-cultural research. Whether or not there is an empirical basis for changes made along any of the pragmatic parameters is reflected in the assessment of the translation. Given the goal of achieving functional equivalence in a covert translation, assumptions of cultural difference should be carefully examined before any change in the source text is undertaken. The unmarked assumption is one of cultural compatibility, unless there is evidence to the contrary. In the case of the German and Anglophone linguistic and cultural communities evidence of differences in communicative norms seems now available, i.e., the concept of cultural filter has been given some substance and validity through a number of empirical contrastivepragmatic analyses, in which Anglophone and German communicative differences and priorities along a set of hypothesized dimensions were hypothesized. Converging evidence from a number of cross-cultural German-English studies conducted with different data, subjects and methodologies suggests that there are German communicative preferences which differ from Anglophone ones along a set of dimensions, among them directness, content-focus, explicitness and routine-reliance. (For a summary of this research see House 1996.) For the comparative analysis of source and target texts and the evaluation of covert translations, it is essential to take into account whatever knowledge there is about cultural differences between target and source communities. It must be stressed at this point that there exists far too little empirical research in the area of language-pair specific contrastive pragmatic analysis -in fact, empirical research in this area seems to be one of the major research desiderata in translation studies for the coming millennium.
Distinguishing between different types of translations and versions
Over and above distinguishing between covert and overt translation in translation criticism, it is necessary to make another important distinction: between translations and versions.
Overt versions are produced whenever a special function is overtly added to a translation text. There are two different cases of overt version production: 1. when a "translation" is produced which is to reach a particular audience. Examples are special editions for a youthful audience with the resultant omissions, additions, simplifications or different accentuations of certain features of the source text etc., or popularisations of specialist works (newly) designed for the lay public, and 2. when the "translation" is given an added special purpose. Examples are interlingual versions or "linguistic translations", resumes and abstracts, where it is the express purpose of the version producer to pass on only the most essential fact of the original.
A covert version, on the other hand, results whenever the translator -in order to preserve the function of the source text -has applied a cultural filter non-objectively and consequently undertook changes on the situational dimensions, i.e., the original has been manipulated with this manipulation not being substantiated by research.
In discussing different types of translations the distinction between a translation and a version, we implicitly assume that a particular text may be adequately translated in only one particular way. The assumption that a particular text necessitates either a covert or an overt translation does, however, not hold in any simple way. Thus any text may, for a specific purpose, require an overt translation, i.e., it may be viewed as a document which "has an independent value" existing in its own right, e.g., when its author has become, in the course of time, a distinguished figure, and then the translation should be evaluated as an overt translation.
There may also well be source texts for which the choice overt-covert translation is a subjective one, e.g., fairy tales may be viewed as products of a particular culture which would predispose the translator to opt for an overt translation, or as non-culture specific texts, anonymously produced, with the general function of entertaining and educating the young, which would suggest a covert translation. Or consider the case of the Bible, which may be treated as either a collection of historical literary documents, in which case an overt translation would seem to be called for, or as a collection of human truths directly relevant to all human beings, in which case a covert translation might seem appropriate.
Further, the specific purpose for which a "translation" is produced, i.e., the particular brief given to the translator, will, of course, determine whether a translation or an overt version should be aimed at. In other words, just as the decision as to whether an overt or a covert translation is appropriate for a particular source text may depend on factors such as the changeable status of the text author, so clearly the initial choice between translating or version-producing, cannot be made on the basis of features of the text, but may depend on the arbitrarily determined purpose for which the translation or version is required.
Returning to the three basic issues with reference to translation criticism -relationship between original and translation, between texts and human agents, distinction between translation and other secondary textual operations -addressed initially in order to assess the differences in theoretical and empirical potential between different approaches to translation criticism, the assessment model presented above is firmly based on a view of translation as a double-linkage operation. As opposed to views that show a one-sided concern with the translation, its receptors and the translation's reception in the target culture, the model attempts to take account of both source and target texts by positing a cline along which it can be shown which tie of the double-linkage has priority in any particular translation case -the two endpoints of the cline being marked by the concepts overt translation (source text focussed) and covert translation (target text focussed). The relationship between features of the text(s) and the human agents involved (as author, translator, reader) is explicitly accounted for through the provision of an elaborate system of pragmatic-functional analysis of original and translation, with the overt-covert cline on which a translation is to be placed determining the type of reception sought and likely to be achieved. Finally, explicit means are provided for distinguishing a translation from other types of textual operation by specifying the conditions holding for a translation to turn into a version.
Integrating cultural filters that are empirically verified into the evaluation process might be taken to mean that there is greater certainty as to when a translation is no longer judged to be a translation but rather a covert version. True, in the past twenty years the field of contrastive pragmatics has begun to make an important contribution to assessing covert translations in a non-arbitrary way. However, given the dynamic nature of socio-cultural and communicative norms and the way research necessarily lags behind, translation critics will have to struggle to remain abreast of new developments if they want to be able to fairly judge the appropriateness of changes through the application of a cultural filter in a translation between any given language pair.
Testing the model: Analysing the translation of a children's book
The analysis of the original text and its translation is based eclectically on Neo-Firthian grammar, rhetorical-stylistic concepts, and concepts and notions adapted from the Prague school of linguistics, as well as from speech act theory, pragmatic and discourse analysis. On each of the dimensions FIELD, TENOR, MODE, I differentiate lexical (choice and patterns of lexical items, collocations, co-occurrence etc.), syntactic (parataxis, hypotaxis, nature of the verb phrase, mood, tenses, etc.), and textual means (cohesion and coherence, theme dynamics, clausal and iconic linkage) although it might not always be the case that all categories are found to be operative on a particular dimension. The terminology will be as in Table 1 above, with sub-categories of FIELD, TENOR and MODE printed in italics.
In order to be able to make grounded statements about why and how a translation is "good", both source and translation text will be analysed at the same level of delicacy, and the translation text will then be compared with the source text's textual profile.
In the following I will try out the above model with an analysis and comparison of an English children's book: Peace at Last by Jill Murphy and its German translation Keine Ruh für Vater Bär (see appendix for the two texts; numbers refer to lines in the texts).
Analysis of original FIELD
The original is a short picture book for 2 to 6 year olds. It presents a harmless, peaceful family idyll in the form of a story about a bear family: Mr. 
Syntactic Means:
Short clauses with simple structures throughout the text.
Textual Means:
Strong textual cohesion which makes the text easily comprehensible and digestible for young children. Textual cohesion is achieved through a number of different procedures, most prominently through iconic linkage and theme dynamics.
Iconic Linkage:
There is iconic linkage between many clauses in the text highlighting (for the children's benefit) a reassuring similarity, and thus recognizability of states and actions, and also heightening the dramatic effects, as for instance in: Theme Dynamics:
Thematic movement frequently arranged in sequences of theme-rheme movements to ensure given-new ordering, e.g., 28-29; foregrounded rhematic fronting in all clauses with onomatopoetic items: 9, 12, 15, etc. for dramatic effect.
